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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to investigate the use of an Integrated
Leaming System (ILS). This study focused on how public school districts in Illinois,
Ohio, Michigan, and Iowa w~re using the ILS. Eighty-five surveys were sent to
public school contact persons whose names were provided by Computer Curriculum
Corporation (CCC) which produces an ILS called SuccessMaker. Other software
providers refused to cooperate in supplying names for the study. The study also
asked if the ILS were effective in producing student gains.
While this study did not statistically evaluate the effectiveness of the ILS
compared to control groups, or even using the normative data software itself, the
paper did refer to research and literature on the ILS. The most significant and
valid research was conducted by British Educational Communications and
Technology Agency (BECTA). This 1998 report, The UK ILS Evaluations Final
Report, was based on two earlier studies conducted in 1994 and 1995 by the
National Council for Educational Technology (NCET). The BECTA concluded that
British students did learn using an ILS, but that there was no significant difference
between the performance of students using an ILS compared to students taught
using traditional methods.
The findings of this study reinforce tlie conclusion from the previous British
research that the ILS was an effective tool for learning with some motivational
advantages. Specifically, analysis of the study's survey determined that 61 % of the
respondents stated the ILS enhanced student learning. Sixty-nine percent of the
respondents felt that students enjoyed working on the ILS. Respondents perceived
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that 69% of the classroom teachers felt that the ILS was worthwhile and
respondents perceived that 56% of the parents felt the ILS was worthwhile.
This study also found that districts using ILS varied widely in their selection
of grade level and ability group focus. However, most districts used the ILS more in
the elementary grades with students below grade level as their focus. Districts
tended to use the ILS for math and reading the most often, but districts were fairly
evenly divided on the location of computers in classrooms or labs. Eighty-one
percent of the districts either used Title I or other grant funds to purchase the ILS.

'
While this report has provided significant research on some aspects of the
ILS, it has also raised many questions. Further study is needed to determine the
cost effectiveness of the ILS and to quantify any long-term student gains.
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Chapter 1
Overview
Background
(ntegrated learning was chosen as the focus of this research because of this
researcher's personal experiences as the integrated learning systems coordinator in
the Community Unit #2 School District, Mattoon, Illinois. This researcher has had
the responsibility, as the Title I Director in Community Unit #2, of the coordination
and implementation of the integrated learning systems that are present in all K-6
centers for the last three years. The four K-4 schools that presently have the
integrated learning systems in the l\fattoon School District are Bennett, Lincoln,
Humboldt, and Washington. Two K-6 schools, Franklin and Hawthorne, have the
integrated learning systems in their buildings.
Community Unit #2 School District purchased the integrated learning
systems software with Title I monies in 1995. The selection of the software provider
was based on the recommendation of a district committee comprised of K-6
elementary teachers in 1994. This committee investigated the effectiveness, scope,
and cost of using an integrated learning system at the elementary level. The
committee examined three different software-companies in the course of a school
year. The companies examined were Jostens, Computer Curriculum Corporation,
and Global.
After careful consideration and presentations by all three of the computer
corporations, the committee decided to purchase software from Computer
Curriculum Corporation.
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Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to generate information that could be used to
inform school districts of the prevailing use and perceived effectiveness of integrated
learning systems in the public school systems. The research investigated the student
populations, subject areas, funding and effectiveness of an integrated learning
systems in the public schools in Illinois, Ohio, 1\llichigan, and Iowa. The study
examined four questions.
Research Questions
There were four research questions that this study attempted to answer. All
four questions investigated the use of integrated learning systems in the public
schools.
The first question asked, "What student populations were served by an
Integrated Learning System (ILS)?" The first question examined the student
populations that were designated by the district to study using the ILS. The grade
levels of the students using the ILS were ascertained. The targeted ability of the
students who were the predominate users of the ILS was also investigated.
The second question asked. "What curriculum areas were addressed by the
ILS?" The second question dealt with subject components of the ILS that were
purchased and in use. The ILS contains many subject components, such as reading,
writing, and mathematics that can be purchased separately.
The third question asked, "How was the ILS purchased and who was in
charge of the overall running of the ILS?" The third question examined the
funding of the ILS purchase. Since the researcher's district purchased the ILS with
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Title I funds, the research aimed to determine if Title I funding were normal, or if
some other funding source were more prevalent.
The fourth question asked, "Was the ILS effective in producing student
gains?"

The fourth question examined the ILS coordinator's perceptions on the

effectiveness of the ILS in producing student gains.
Assumptions
Several assumptions were made as a consequence of selecting the survey
format for Jhe data-gathering instrument. Other assumptions stemmed from relying
on the subjective judgments of the respondents. The assumptions were
1. An adequate number of respondents would return the survey.

2. Respondents would accurately describe the district use of ILS.
3. Respondents would accurately describe the effectiveness of ILS.
4. Respondents would accurately perceive and respond to questions
concerning students' attitudes about the ILS.
5. Respondents would accurately perceive and respond to questions
concerning classroom teachers' attitudes about the ILS.
Limitations
The limitations of the study primarily centered on difficulties in obtaining
the names of the public school districts that used the ILS and the names and
addresses of the ILS coordinators. The limitations of the study were
1. The study used the names supplied by Computer Curriculum

Corporation (CCC) for the states of Illinois, Michigan, Iowa, and Ohio.
2. The study used the CCC contact person as the respondent for the school
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addresses of the ILS coordinators. The limitations of the study were
I. The study used the names supplied by Computer Curriculum
Corporation (CCC) for the states of Illinois, Michigan, Iowa, and Ohio.
2. The study used the CCC contact person as the respondent for the school
district.
3. Other software producers of ILS refused to supply the names of school
districts or contact people in those districts.
4. Eighty-five candidates from the set provided by CCC were selected as the
respondent set. This new set was created by eliminating multiple listings from the
same district or city.
Delimitations
This study did not attempt to investigate
1. The quantitative progress of students using the ILS.

2. The perceptions of students or teachers using the ILS.
3. The comparative effectiveness of ILS software created by different
corporations.
4. The relative effectiveness of different demographic populations.
5. The relative effectiveness of subject components within the ILS.
Definition of Terms
The operational definition needed for this investigation was that of an
Integrated Learning System (lLS). An integrated learning system is a computerbased system that manages the delivery of curriculum materials to pupil and then
presents the students with individual programs of work. The system provides
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feedback to pupils as they work and detailed records for both pupils and instructor.
Uniqueness of the Study
This study was unique because it was the first study of its kind done in the
United States. In fact, Computer Curriculum Corporation had its corporate
attorneys approve the survey before it would relinquish the names of the school
district contact persons. Computer Curriculum Corporation treated the request for
the names and addresses of contact persons within school districts as a request
without precedent. Jostens, another ILS software corporation, refused to cooperate
entirely with a request for contacts in school districts using their software.
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Chapter2
Rationale, Related Literature, and Research
Rationale
The purpose of this investigation was to generate information that could be
used to inform school districts of the prevailing use and perceived effectiveness of
integrated learning systems (ILS) in the public school systems. This study
investigatecj four questions.
The question asked, "What student populations were served by an
Integrated Learning System (ILS)? The first question concerned the student
population that was served by an Integrated Learning System (ILS). In this
researcher's experience Integrated Learning Systems (ILS) have been perceived by
many to focus only on the at-risk population.
The question asked, "What curriculum areas were addressed by the ILS?"
The second question concerned the curriculum areas the Integrated Learning
System (ILS) addressed. Generally, Integrated. Learning Systems were often
perceived as skill and drill programs. At the elementary level, reading and math
were most often identified as the subject areas in which students needed to raise
academic achievement.
The third question asked, "How was the ILS purchased and who was in
charge of the overall running of the ILS?" The first part of the question was asked
because of the costs involved in implementing an Integrated Learning System.
was hoped that information would be gained by showing

~f district,

It

state, or federal
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funds were used in the purchasing of the program. The second part of the question
was to gather information about who was in charge of the overall running of the
Integrated Learning System (ILS).
The fourth question asked, "Was the ILS effective in producing student
gains?" The information gathered from the study would be used to inform districts
of the overall effectiveness of student achievement using the Integrated Learning
System (ILS).
Related Literature and Research
In general, the literature about technology, and specifically about the ILS,
agreed that technology held great promise for education in the future. However,
opinions widely varied upon its present effectiveness. Optimistically, it was stated
that
Children become interested in learning as a worthwhile process. They
can see that they have some control and impact on what is happening
to them in school. They see some value in literacy activities because
they are successful at them and because they are enjoyable to them.
This success in raising their own standards, their realization that they
are learning, must have an impact later on in primary and, especially
in their academic and personal performance, in secondary school
(Barker, 1997, p. 1).
A much more pessimistic view is taken by many. Some have reservations
about the haste taken by several schools to embrace new technology:
Education, in its rush to take on board new technology, must take
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care not to throw out the baby (old technology) with the bath water.
There is a tendency to assume new technology is so good that
anything prior to its release is redundant. So we dispose of the old
and out of date and start learning all we can about new technology,
with little thought as to what it replaces or what will be needed to
support it (Duckett, 1994, p. 5).
The middle ground in this argument was that schools should be prudent
about disc~rding existing teaching for new technology, but schools should also
realize that failures of past technology would spur producers to generate better
technology. Consequently, past failures of the technology of that time must not
forever prohibit the adoption of new technology:
In the near term-the next five years-I see a bit of a backlash against

technology. A lot of people are upset about the state our schools are
in. They say, "You know, we've spent X many millions on computers.
Where are the results?" It's dismaying to find that so many of the
positive studies tend to come from technology companies and people
who have a vested interest in technology. It's very hard to come up
with the really impartial studies that show a huge increase in student
learning (Gilster, 1997, p. 11).
One common thread that ran through most of the current literature on ILS
was that this technology alone will not automatically produce results. In fact, unless
the ILS was integrated into the curriculum and the curriculum and pedagogy were
adjusted accordingly, the ILS would have little positive impact:
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The perception of the ILS as separate from the school's curriculum
plan does not result in optimal educational benefits. The standard
practice of using an ILS in a computer laboratory setting has tended
to isolate the system from the rest of the school. Teachers are often
told to send their classes (or selected students) to the ILS lab for
"additional" work in a curriculum area. In most schools little attempt
is made to coordinate the students' ILS activities with the rest of their
instructional life. The computer lab must be "demystified," and
classroom teachers must play an integral role in its use. The ILS
should be viewed as an educational resource (albeit a powerful and
expensive one!) that schools can use in planning their overall
instructional strategy (Sherry, 1990, p. 119).
Specifically, for the ILS to be effective, it must be a part of the whole school
environment:
Schools envision classroom computers as a technology comparable to
fire: Students benefit just sitting near tbese devices, as knowledge
and skills radiate from the monitors into their minds.
Yet decades of experience with technological innovations based on
first-generation thinking have demonstrated that this viewpoint is
misguided. Unless other simultaneous innovations occur in pedagogy,
curriculum, assessment, and school organization, the time and effort
expended on instructional technology produce few improvements in
educational outcomes-a result that reinforces many educators'
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cynicism about fads based on magical machines

(Ded~

1997, p. 13).

While some educational topics have a great deal of research describing the
effectiveness, research pertaining to an ILS was very limited. With one notable
exception, the software makers have provided most of the funding on the
effectiveness of ILS and much of the literature referred to these possibly biased
reports. As the one researcher of the ILS stated, "Becker, in a critical review of the
major studies, however, points out that most theses have been commissioned by the
software v~ndors or by other interested parties. This funding made the accuracy of
this research suspect" (NCET, 1994, p. 6).
The literature on ILS is dominated by three reports from the National
Council for Educational Technology (NCET). NCET was commissioned by the
Department of Education of the UK and supported by the Departments of
Education of Northem Ireland, Wales, and Scotland. Leicester University School of
Education was the primary university involved in the inception of the study and was
involved in all three phases. The first study, called Phase 1, started in January 1994
and ended in July 1994 with a publication latel." in that same year. The second
study, Phase 2, began in 1995 and the Phase 3 began in 1997 and 1998.
These three studies began in the UK and studied systems created by three
software corporations. The three corporations were Computer Curriculum
Corporation, which produced SuccessMaker, Global Leaming Systems, which
produced Global Math, and Jostens.
Phase 3 was produced by British Educational

Co~munications

and

Technology Agency (Becca) in conjunction with DfEE. The work was reviewed and
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summarized by Professor David Wood from Nottingham University. Phase 3 built
upon Phase 1 and Phase 2 to focus on questions that those preliminary reports were
unable to answer. It was also more extensive and covered a longer time frame.
For the purpose of U1~se reports, the researchers stated
An integrated learning system (ILS) is a computer-based system that
manages the delivery of curriculum materials to pupils so that they
are presented with individual programmes of work over a number of
weeks and months. The system provides feedback to pupils as they
work and detailed records for both pupils and teacher. Two types of
ILS software were looked at in the main part of this evaluation:
SuccessMaker, which automatically moves pupils forward in their
learning path and Global Mathematics and English, which requires
the teacher to set the learning path {NCET, 1995, p. 6).
There were two main objectives of this research on ILS. The first objective
was to determine whether an ILS was "effective in producing worthwhile gains in
numeracy and literacy" {\Vood, 1998, p. 30). The second objective was to determine
if an ILS was "efficient in producing gains in the most appropriate manner and with
acceptable learning material arid opportunity costs" (p. 30).
The Phase 3 Report had seven recommendations:

1. Children do learn from integrated learning systems. Even if we
take the most pessimistic and negative results of the evaluations, those
from the Durham team, we find some evidence that time on system
contributes to the measures of learning outcomes used. And system
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design matters. In both Phase 1 and 2 research and the present one,
we have encountered evidence of variations in outcome from different
systems.
2. The evaluators have·failed to provide us with any evidence that ILS
is effective or efficient in supporting the development of either
numeracy or literacy on this index, even though we have some
evidence for the positive effects of ILS on pupils' acquisition of core
knowledge and skills.
3. Integrated learning systems have marked and positive effects on
pupils' behaviour, motivation and attitudes towards the use of
computers for learning. However, surveys which looked for more
general effects of ILS on pupils' attitudes toward schooling and
schoolwork were basically neutral, in that there was no strong
evidence for either positive or negative pervasive effects of ILS.
4. The extent, detail and depth of data on children with different
special needs are not sufficient to support other than the observation
that, like their peers, signs of effects on their motivation, behaviour
and self-esteem when working on, and talking about, ILS were
positive. However, there is certainly no evidence to support the
assumption that ILS has particularly positive effects on learning
outcomes for these pupils.
5. In general, where ILS at least matches what can be achieved (on
average) in classroom teaching, it offers a stimulating means of
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extending the range of learning opportunities for pupils in all the
categories studied. But it is not a panacea. H the goal is to enhance
pupils' basic skills, then the evidence suggests that, working within
the constraints suggested by the manufacturers, SuccessMaker
Mathematics can significantly enhance performance. However, the
value that a school puts on this should be assessed in the light of the
lack of impact ILS has on examination results. Schools will need to
consider seriously issues concerning the interpretation of the gap
between the acquisition of core skills and the demands of assessment
and examination.
6. There was a good deal of evidence that ILS could provide a vehicle
for enhancing teachers' confidence in the use of information
technologies (IT) and contribute to their skills in the management and
use of the technology. Since the introduction of ILS typically involved
substantial elements of teacher training (though this was often
perceived as insufficient), it provided a focus for thinking about the
use of IT within the curriculum. Certain models for using ILS also
provided a context for teachers to learn to use, interpret and, in some
cases, come to evaluate critically both the system's data-management
information and the learning experiences offered to their pupils.
However, each of the teams which focused on the management of ILS
commented on the fact that, even after two to three years in some
cases, teachers were still grappling with the problem of integrating its
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use in the timetable, geography and curriculum of the school. This
means that the evaluations were not assessing performance under
stable conditions of use, with the implications outlined above.
7. If we want evidence to enable us to choose between the various
reasons for the lack of benefit produced by ILS, then we need to know
whether or not technology management plays an important role in
pupils' learning ('Wood, 1998, p. 31).
The Phase 3 Report also had four recommendations for schools that were
considering adoption of ILS or evaluating the efTectiveness of an existing ILS:
1. Schools should consider the content and function of ILS not only in

relation to the demands of the curriculum, but also to the methods of
assessment employed to monitor pupils' progress and achievement.
2. Schools should consider the significant and enduring impact of ILS
on the use of space and time within schools.
3. Teachers should ensure that if they use ILS with pupils during
their preparation for examinations, they do not forgo normal teaching
methods.
4. Teachers need to be informed about how to interpret on-line
information provided by the l LS and should be cautious about its
interpretation. There are two possible aspects of system feedback:
one is knowledge-based (such as reports of what pupils have learned
and arc finding difficult) and the other norm-referenced (that is,
assessments of relative rates of progress). The results of the evaluation
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suggest that great care needs to. be exercised in the use and
interpretation of any norm-referenced information provided by the
ILS (Wood, 1998).
Once a decision to purchase an ILS was made, research has shown that the
effectiveness of the system was greatly affected by the preparation and the
implementation. The characteristics that helped to maximize the benefits of the ILS
were delineated in these seven statements:
1. District-level involvement and leadership of a school-level
computer coordinator are key factors in developing a school
environment conducive to effective use of technology.
2. Teachers are more effective after receiving extensive training in the
integration of technology with the curriculum.
3. Exemplary computer-using teachers benefit from a social network
of other computer-using teachers at their school.
4. Exemplary computer-using teachers typically have smaller class
sizes and more funds available for

softw~re

acquisition.

5. Teachers should carefully plan, and actively participate in,
learning activities that incorporate tool software.
6. Students benefit from personal interaction among class members.
7. Teachers with more than 10 years of computer experience provide
students with a higher demonstrated knowledge of subject, critical
thinking, teamwork, presentation skills, and can apply programming
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skills to analyze an area of interest (Interactive Educational Systems
Design Inc., 1996).
The ILS software that was chosen also impacted the benefits that the
students received. Many of the older versions of ILS did not focus on higher order
thinking skills; even present producers of software differ on the emphasis of higher
order thinking skills. In examining the differences between potential systems,
reviewers should reject systems that rely only on practice and script memorization:
"The prac~ice paradigm and the script memorization paradigm have served
too long and too powerfully. They bear great responsibility for the poor
showing of our students on tests of reasoning" (Davis, 1987, p. 3).
In summary, the research and literature suggest that any implementation of
an ILS within a school changed the whole school environment. The value of the ILS
should be judged on how the ILS affects learning, attitudes, staff development,
enhanced learning environment, and IT image in comparison to the hardware/
software/maintenance costs, staff training costs, and disruptions.
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Chapter3
Design of the Study
General Design of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the use of ILS in the public
school systems in Illinois and three surrounding states. The study examined four
questions:
1. What student populations were served by an Integrated Learning System

(ILS)?
2. What curriculum areas were addressed by the ILS?
3. How was the ILS purchased and who was in charge of the overall
running of the ILS?
4. Was the ILS effective in producing student gains?
Instrumentation and Data Collection
The researcher used her experiences over the last three years working with
ILS as the district coordinator and the Title I Director in a public school in Illinois
to create a survey. This survey requested information relating to demographics and
the four research questions of this study.
A pilot survey was sent to principals in the researcher's district. A few minor
changes were made after their input. The names and addresses of contact persons
in districts for Computer Curriculum Corporation, the researcher's ILS software
provider for her district, were obtained after the legal department of that
corporation had reviewed the questions. The wording of one question was changed
at the corporation's request, but the substance of the questions was not altered.
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Two other corporations that produce an Il..S refused to provide names of their
contact persons.
Each mailing contained a cover letter, the survey, and a self-addressed,
stamped envelope. The survey was printed on the front and back of one sheet of
paper with a section provided for addresses for those wishing results and a section
for comments.
The first seventeen questions were multiple choice requesting factual
information. The last seven questions called upon the respondent to make
judgments. These questions used a Likert Scale to indicate the degree to which the
respondent agreed or disagreed with the provided statement. The scale ranged from
five to one. A five on the scale indicated strong agreement with the statement, a
three indicated a neutral opinion, and a one indicated strong disagreement with the
statement.
The first five questions on the survey requested demographic information,
such as school district type, enrollment, population environment, location, and the
percent of low-income population.
Questions eight, nine, and ten generated responses to the first research
question. The first research question asked, "What student populations were served
by an ILS?" These three questions inquired the grade level, ability grouping, and
classroom setting in which the Il..S was delivered.
Questions 11 through 14 provided information for the second research
question. The second research question asked, "What curriculum areas were
addressed by the ILS?" Since the ILS can be purchased as a package or as separate
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components, this question sought to find which components of the system were
being used by the district.
Questions 6, 7, 15, 16, and 17 provided information for the third research
question. The third research .question asked, "How was the ILS purchased and who
was in charge of the overall running of the ILS?" Since the researcher's district
purchased the ILS with Title I funds, the research attempted to determine if Title I
funding were normal, or if some other funding source were more prevalent.
Questions 18 through 24 provided information for the fourth research
question. The fourth research question asked, "Was the ILS effective in producing
student gains?" These questions called for a subjective response using a Likert
Scale. The scale ranged from 5 to 1 that correspond to responses from "Strongly
Agreed" to "Strongly Disagreed"
Sample and Population
The names of the contact persons that were provided came from Illinois and
Ohio. Forty districts in Illinois, 37 districts in Ohio, 5 districts in Iowa, and 3 in
Michigan were selected for a total of 85 district.respondents.
Data Analvsis
The surveys were mailed April 20, 1998. The data collection was terminated
on June 1, 1998. At the termination of the data collection, 59 out of 85 respondents
had returned the survey. This was a return rate of 69%.
The 24 responses on each of the surveys were entered on the researcher's
computer using Excel. After the completion of this task, the data were sorted by
question to determine frequency responses for each question. The responses were
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responses were then analyzed using descriptive statistics that stated the percent of
respondents selecting each choice.
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Chapter4
Results
Overview
The purpose of this study was to investigate how districts funded, managed
and targeted an Integrated Learning System in addition to the perceived cost
effectiveness. Within the framework of the demographics of the respondents, the
study asked four questions.
The first question of the research was "What student populations were
served by an Integrated Learning System (ILS)?" The second question was "What
curriculum areas were addressed by the ILS?" The third question was "How was
the ILS purchased and who in the district is in charge of the overall running of the
ILS?" The fourth question asked, "Was the ILS effective in producing student
gains?"
General Survev Format and Data Interpretation
The investigation instrument was a survey mailed on April 20, 1998, to 85
contact people whose names and addresses were supplied by Computer Curriculum
Corporation, an integrated software corporation. Fifty-nine of the completed
surveys were returned for a return rate of 69%.
The survey contained 24 questions. Five survey questions requested
responses that provided demographic information to set a framework for the three
research questions and a basis to ensure that the sample populations were generally
representative of the state. The other 19 survey questions requested responses to
address the three research questions of this study. As the results of the survey were
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presented in the following section, the survey questions that supplied data for each
research question were listed.
The data obtained on each survey question were presented with a short
analysis. The order of the presentation of the survey questions was grouped into those
survey questions indicating the demographics and those survey questions that supplied
data to pertaining to each survey question in numerical order. The results were given
as percents that selected each choice in order to make interpretations and comparisons
easier.

Al~

of the percents shown on the following pages were rounded to the nearest

whole number percent. Consequently, the sum of the percents responding to a
question sometimes varied from 100% by 1%.
Demographic Results
The demographic information about the school districts was obtained in the
responses to questions one through five. This information provided a backdrop for
the three research questions. The demographic information also allowed a reader to
judge whether the information and conclusions of this research would be relevant to
a particular district. The demographic

inform~tion

concerned the district type,

student enrollment, population environment, and at-risk student population. A
table for each of these survey questions and a brief analysis of the results for each of
the survey question were presented in the following pages.
The data in Table 1 indicated that 29% of the respondents were from unit
districts, 46% from elementary districts, 8% from high school districts, and 17%
were from other types of districts, such as special education districts.
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Table 1
School District Type (Survey Question #1)

Type of School

!!

%

Unit

17

29%

Elementary

27

46%

High School

5

8%

10

17%

Other

As indicated in Table 2, 36% of the respondents were from districts with
student populations of less than 500, 20% with enrollments between 500 and 1,000,
12% with enrollments between 1,000 and 2,000, and 32% with enrollments over
2,000
Table 2
Student Enrollment (Survey Question #2)

Size of School

!!

Less than 500

21

500- 1,000
1,000 - 2,000
Over 2,000

36%

12

20%

7

12%

19

32%

24

As indicated in Table 3, 31 % of the respondents were from districts with
population environments that they classified as rural or small town. Twenty-four
percent of the respondents classified the population environment as between 20,000
and 50,000. Thirty-seven perc;ent of the respondents classified the population
environment as suburban. Eight percent of the respondents classified the
population as an urban city over 50,000.
Table 3
Population Environment (Survev Question #3)
\

Environment

!L

Rural or Small Town

18

31%

Between 20,000 and 50,000

14

24%

Suburban Area

22

37%

5

8%

Urban City Over 50,000

The four states of Illinois, :Michigan, Iowa, and Ohio were partitioned into
three geographic areas that divided the four states into northern, central, and
southern sections. The northern area was the area north of Interstate 80. The
second area was between Interstate 80 and Interstate 70. The third area was the
area containing the districts south of Interstate 70. Since only four respondents
were from Michigan or Iowa and the rest were from Illinois or Ohio districts, this
interstate separation was functional for most respondents.
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As indicated in Table 4, 14% of the respondents were from districts located
north of Interstate 80. Thirty-nine percent of the respondents indicated that the
districts were south of Interstate 80 and north of Interstate 70. Forty-six percent of
the respondents indicated that the districts were south of Interstate 70. There were
two percent of the respondents who indicated that the district was a borderline
district.
Table 4
District Location (Survev Question #4)

Location
North ofl 80

!!

8

14%

South ofl 80 & North of I 70

23

39%

South of I 70

27

46%

1

2%

Borderline District

As indicated in Table 5, 15% of the respondents stated that the low-income
population of their district was less than 10%. Forty-two percent of the respondents
stated that the at-risk population of their district was 10% to 25%. Twenty-seven
percent of the respondents stated that the at-risk population was 26% to 40%.
Fourteen percent of the respondents stated that the population was over 40%.
There were two percent of the respondents who indicated that they were not able to
answer the question.
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Table 5
Low-Income Population (Survey Question #5)

Low-Income Population

!!

O/o

9

15%

10% to 25%

25

42%

26% to 40%

16

27%

Over 40o/o.

8

14%

Unknown

1

2%

Less Than 10%

Results for Research Question #1: What Student Populations Were Served Bv
An Integrated Learning Svstem (ILS)?
The first research question investigated which student populations were
served in the school districts by an Integrated Learning System. This question was
addressed in the survey by questions 8, 9, and 10. These questions investigate the
grade level, primary use, and the classroom setting for the computers on which the
ILS program was delivered to the students.
In particular, question eight asked respondents to state which grade levels
used an Integrated Learning System. The results of the survey shown in table six
indicated that 12% percent of the respondents stated that the ILS was used in
grades K-3, 27% in K-6, 20% in K-8, 7% in K-12, 10% in 4-6, 3% in 4-12, and 10%
in 6-8.
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Table 6
Grade Level ILS Serves (Survey Question #8)

Grade Level

O/o

!!

K-3

7

12%

K-6

16

27%

K-8

12

20%

K-12

4

7%

4-6

6

10%

4-8

2

3%

4-12

6

10%

6-8

6

10%

Table 7 was created to investigate what students were targeted for
instruction using the ILS in addition to grade level. In particular, were students of
different ability tracks targeted for ILS

instru~tion

or was ILS instruction being

used for the general student population of the school without regard to ability.
Table 7 indicated that 66% of the respondents stated that the primary use for the
ILS was targeted for students below grade level. Twenty-two percent responded
that the ILS was used by regular students. Two percent of the respondents stated
that the ILS was used primarily by gifted students. Ten percent of the respondents
indicated that the population was some other grouping of students or a combination
of the choices.
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Table 7
The Primarv Use for the ILS (Question #9)

Groupings

.!!

%

Students Below Grade Level

39

66%

Regular Students

13

22%

Gifted Students

1

2%

Other Groupings

6

10%

Question 10 investigated the location of the computers loaded with the ILS
software. As Table 8 indicated, 22% of the respondents indicated that the
computers were located only in regular classrooms, 39% responded that the
computers were located in labs or central locations, 36% answered that the
computers were in both classrooms and central locations, and 3% chose other.
Table 8
ILS Computer Location (Survev Question #10)

Grade Level

.!!

O/o

Only Regular Classrooms

13

22%

Only Computer Labs

23

39%

Both

21

36%

2

3%

Neither
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Results for Survey Question #2: What Curriculum Areas Were Addressed by the ILS?
Since the ILS is a full core curriculum, districts may purchase and use
different parts of the ILS package. Questions 11 through 14 sought information on
the relative utilization of these components. As Table 9 demonstrated, most districts
use the ILS for more than just one subject area. Math was used by 92% of the
districts' respondents, reading was used by 86%, writing by 42%, and other subject
components were used by 76%.
Table 9
ILS Subject Areas Used bv Districts (Survev Questions #11, #12.#13, and #14)

Yes

No

Unsure

Subject

!!

Reading

51

86%

8

14%

0

0%

Writing

25

42%

33

56%

1

2%

Math

54

92%

5

8%

0

0%

Other

97

76%

4

3%

27

21%

!!

!!

Results for Research Question #3: How Was the ILS Purchased and Who Was in
Charge of the Overall Running of the ILS?
The third research question was investigated with questions 15, 16, 17, 6, and
7 on the survey. These questions sought to discover how the ILS was purchased
and, in particular, if Title I funds were used. The second part of the question sought
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to determine the title of the person in charge of the ILS. The second part also
sought to determine what percent of their jobs were devoted to the operation of the
ILS.
As Table 10 indicated;31 % of the respondents indicated that almost all the
ILS was purchased with Title I funds. Twenty-nine percent responded that some of
the ILS was purchased with Title I funds and thirty-seven percent stated that no
Title I funds were used. Three percent stated that they did not know the source of
the funds.
Table 10
ILS Purchased With Title I Funds (Survev Question #15)

Title I Funds

n

Yes, Almost All

18

31%

Yes, In Part

17

29%

No

22

37%

2

3%

Unknown

As indicated in Table 11, 10% of the respondents stated that almost all of the
ILS was purchased with grants, such as technology grants. Twenty-nine percent
responded that these types of grants were used for partial funding, and 59% stated
that these types of grants were not used at all, and 2% stated they did not know.
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Table 11
ILS Purchased With Grants, Such As Technology Grants (Survey Question #16)

Technology Grants
Yes, Almost All

!!

6

10%

Yes, In Part

17

28%

No

35

59%

1

2%

Unknown

As Table 12 indicated, 19% of the respondents indicated that the ILS was
purchased almost totally with local funds, 49% stated that some local funds were
used, 31 % stated no local funds were used, and 2% stated that they did not know.
Table 12
ILS Purchased With Local Funds (Survey Question #17)

Local Funds

!!

Yes, Almost All

11

19%

Yes, In Part

29

49%

No

18

31%

1

2%

Unknown
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As Table 13 indicated, 51 % of the respondents stated that the person in
charge of the overall running of the ILS was an administrator. Thirty-two percent
of the respondents stated that the person in charge of the overall running of the ILS
was a teacher. In answer to this question, 17% responded that the person in charge
of the overall running of the ILS had some other job description than administrator
or teacher.
Table 13
Title of the Person In Charge of the Overall Operation of the ILS (Survey Question

Person In Charge

.!!

Administrator

30

51%

Teacher

19

32%

Other

10

17%

As Table 14 indicated, 17% of the responde!}ts stated that the person in charge of
the overall operation of the ILS occupied 100% to 80% of his/her employment time
with ILS. Three percent of the respondents s·tated that the person in charge used
between 79% and 51 % of his/her time on the ILS. Twenty-two percent of the
respondents stated that the person in charge used between 50% and 25% of his/her
time on the ILS. Fifty-eight percent of the respondents stated that the person in
charge of the overall running of the ILS used 25% of less of his/her time to manage
the ILS.
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Table 14
Percent of the Job Responsibility, With Respect To Time, the Person In Charge of
the ILS Devoted to the Running of the ILS (Question #7)

Percent of Job Responsibility

!!

100% to 80%

10

17%

79% to 51%

2

3%

50% to 25Wo

13

22%

25% or Less

34

58%

Results for Research Question #4: Was the ILS Effective in Producing Student Gains?
This research question was addressed using a Likert Scale in questions 18
through 24 by obtaining perceptions from respondents on several aspects
concerning the effectiveness of the ILS. These questions asked about respondents'
perceptions concerning the affective domain of students, parents, and teachers, since
these feelings affect motivation, and as such, often impact effectiveness. Other
survey questions concerning research question four ask for responses on the most
effective settings and whether the ILS was more cost effective than hiring additional
personnel in producing results.
Questions 18 asked respondents if student progress had been enhanced with
the use of ILS. As Table 15 indicated, 61 % strongly agreed or agreed that progress
had been enhanced compared to 2% who strongly disagreed or disagreed. Thirtyseven percent were undecided.
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Table 15
Student Progress Has Been Enhanced With the Use of ILS (Survey Question #18)

Enhanced With the Use of ILS

!!

%

Strongly Agree

14

24%

Agree

22

37%

Undecided

22

37%

Disagree

1

2%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Question 19 asked respondents if students enjoy working on the ILS. As
Table 16 indicated, 69% strongly agreed or agreed that students enjoy working on
the ILS compared to 7% who strongly disagreed or disagreed; 24% were undecided.
Table 16
Students Enjoy Working on the ILS (Survey Question #19)

Students Working on the ILS

!!

%

Strongly Agree

16

27%

Agree

25

42%

Undecided

14

24%

Disagree

3

5%

Strongly Disagree

1

2%
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Question 20 asked respondents if they perceive that regular classroom
teachers felt that the ll..S was worthwhile. As Table 17 indicated, 69% strongly
agreed or agreed that regular classroom teachers felt that the ILS was worthwhile.
Five percent of the respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement
that regular classroom teachers felt that the ILS was worthwhile. Twenty-five
percent were undecided on the question of whether regular classroom teachers
viewed the ILS as worthwhile.
Table 17
Regular Classroom Teachers Feel That the ILS Is Worthwhile (Survey Question

Regular Classroom Teachers Feel ILS Worthwhile
Strongly Agree

!!

O/o

9

15%

Agree

32

54%

Undecided

15

25%

Disagree

2

3%

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Question 21 asked respondents if computers in the classroom were more
productive than computers in a lab with an assigned supervisor. The survey did not
investigate a comparison between a classroom setting and a laboratory setting
without an assigned supervisor. As Table 18 indicated, 46% strongly agreed or
agreed that computers in the classroom were more productive than computers in a
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lab with an assigned supervisor. Twenty-seven percent of the respondents strongly
disagreed or disagreed that computers in the classroom were more productive than
a laboratory setting. Twenty-seven percent were undecided about which location
was more productive.
Table 18
Computers in the Classroom \Vere l\'lore Productive Than Computers in a Lab
With an Assigned Supervisor (Survev Question #21)

Classroom Productive Versus Lab

!!

O/o

Strongly Agree

17

29%

Agree

10

17%

Undecided

16

27%

Disagree

12

20%

4

7%

Strongly Disagree

Question 22 asked respondents if the

fe~dback

from the parents indicated

that most parents felt that the ILS instruction was helpful to their child's education.
As Table 19 indicated, 56% of the respondents either strongly agreed or agreed that
the ILS instruction was helpful. Six percent of the respondents either strongly
disagreed or disagreed that the ILS instruction was helpful. Thirty-seven percent of
the respondents were undecided about whether the ILS instruction was helpful to
their child.
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Table 19
Feedback From Parents Indicated That They Feel the ILS Is Helpful To Their
Child's Education (Survey Question #22)

Feedback From Parents

.!!

%

Strongly Agree

10

17%

Agree

23

39%

Undecided.

22

37%

Disagree

2

3%

Strongly Disagree

2

3%

Question 23 asked respondents if the district where they were employed had
any plans presently in place to expand the ILS instruction to serve more students
than were presently being served. This expansion could either include the inclusion
of different grade levels or the use of additional subjects from the full core
curriculum of the ILS. As Table 20 indicated, 47% strongly agreed or agreed with
the statement that their district had plans in place to expand the ILS instruction to
serve more students than were presently being served. Thirty-two percent strongly
disagreed or disagreed that their district had plans for expansion the ILS instruction
to serve more students. Twenty percent were undecided about whether their district
had plans presently in place to expand services to students in different grades or to
expand the ILS instruction to include addition subject areas available in the ILS
package.
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Table 20
Plans Exist To Expand the ILS to More Students (Survey Question #23)

Plans of Expansion

.!!

%

Strongly Agree

13

22%

Agree

15

25%

Undecided

12

20%

Disagree

14

24%

5

8%

Strongly Disagree

Question 24 asked respondents to make a value judgment as to whether
expenditures on an ILS by the school district was a better allocation of available
resources than the hiring of extra personnel. As Table 21 indicated, 39% of the
respondents either strongly agreed or agreed that it would be a better choice for the
district to spend resources on an ILS than to use those resources to hire extra
personnel for instruction. On the other hand, 29% of the respondents either
strongly believed or believed that hiring additional personnel for instruction by the
district was a better allocation of available resources than to use those resources to
purchase and maintain an ILS. There was a large percentage of respondents who
were undecided on this issue. Thirty-two percent of the respondents were
undecided about which allocation of district funds would be a better allocation of
those resources.
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Table 21
Expenditures on an ILS Were a Better Allocation of Available Resources Than
Hiring Extra Personnel. (Survev Question #24)

Expenditures on ILS versus Extra Personnel

!!

%

7

12%

Agree

16

27%

Undecided

19

32%

Disagree

9

15%

Strongly Disagree

8

14%

Strongly Agree
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ChapterV
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Summary
The purpose of this study was to investigate the use of integrated learning
systems in the public schools. The study examined four research questions.
The first question examined the student populations that were designated by
the district to study using the ILS. The grade levels of the students using the ILS
were ascertained. The targeted ability of the students who were the predominate
users of the ILS was also investigated. The first question asked, "What student
populations were served by an Integrated Learning System (ILS)?"
The second question dealt with subject components of the ILS that were
purchased and in use. The ILS contains many subject components that can be
purchased separately, such as reading, writing, and mathematics. The second
question asked, "What curriculum areas were addressed by the ILS?"
The third question examined the funding of the ILS purchase. Since the
researcher's district purchased the ILS with Ti.tie I funds, the research aimed to
determine if Title I funding were normal, or if some other funding source were more
prevalent. The third question asked, "How was the ILS purchased and who was in
charge of the overall running of the ILS?"
The fourth question examined the ILS coordinator's perceptions on the
effectiveness of the ILS in producing student gains. The fourth question asked,
"Was the ILS effective in producing student gains?"
To obtain data to address these four questions, the researcher developed a
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survey with 24 questions. This survey was mailed to 85 contact persons whose
names were supplied by an ILS provider. Most of these questions were multiple
choice, however, the last seven questions called for a response on a Likert Scale.
The first five questions on the survey requested demographic information,
such as school district type, enrollment, population environment, location, and the
percent of at-risk population.
The first research question asked, "What student populations were served by
an ILS?" Specifically, the survey questions inquired the grade level, ability
grouping, and classroom setting in which the ILS was delivered.
The second research question asked, "What curriculum areas were addressed
by the Il..S?" Since the ILS can be purchased as a package or as separate
components, this question sought to find which components of the system were
being used by the district.
The third research question asked, "How was the ILS purchased and who
was in charge of the overall running of the ILS?" Since the researcher's district
purchased the ILS with Title I funds, the research aimed to determine if Title I
funding were normal, or if some other funding source were more prevalent.
The fourth research question asked, "Was the ILS effective in producing
student gains?" These questions called for a subjective response using a Likert
Scale. The scale ranged from 5 to 1 that correspond to responses from "Strongly
Agreed" to "Strongly Disagreed"
Conclusions
The first research question was "What student populations were served by
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an Integrated Learning System (ILS)?" The survey questions that addressed this
question were survey questions 8,9, and 10.
Question eight responses indicated that the choice of grade levels differed
greatly among the responding districts. However, only 17% of the respondents
chose a response that included high school and 33% chose a response that included
grades 7 and 8. Most district's respondents indicated that the use was at the
elementary level exclusively or in combination with other levels.
Q~estion

nine responses indicated that the predominate usage of the ILS was

with the populations below grade level. Sixty-six percent of the respondents
indicated this focus and another 22% indicated a focus on regular students which
might also include the below grade level population. Very few respondents, 2%,
stated that the ILS was used with the gifted students.
Question 10 responses indicated districts used the ILS on computers located
in a variety of configurations. Twenty-two percent used the ILS only in regular
classrooms, 39% only in computer labs, and 36% in both classrooms and labs.
The second question was "What

curric~lum

areas were addressed by the

ILS?" This question was addressed in the survey by questions 11 through 14.
These responses indicated that the ILS was used most often to help students in math
and reading.
Ninety-two percent of the respondents indicated that their district used the
ILS for math, 86% used the ILS for reading, 42% used the ILS for writing, and
76% used the ILS for subjects other than math, reading, and writing. Thus, it
seemed that most districts used the ILS for more than one curriculum area.
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The third question was "How was the ILS purchased and who was in charge
of the overall running of the ILS?" This research question was addressed by
questions 15, 16, 17, 6, and 7 on the survey. The respondents indicated that most of
the funding for the ILS was paid for using some combination of grants, including
Title I monies, and local funding. Sixty percent used some Title I funding, thirtynine percent used some other type of grant, and sixty-eight percent used some local
funding; only 19% used local funding exclusively.
The~ fourth

question was "\Vas the ILS effective in producing student

gains?" This research question was addressed in the survey by questions 18
through 24. These questions used a Likert Scale to obtain perceptions from the ILS
contact people as respondents on several aspects concerning the effectiveness of the
ILS. These survey questions, not only asked if the ILS produced some results, but
the questions probed deeper into their perceptions. The questions asked about their
perceptions in the affective domain of the students, parents, and teachers. These
questions were asked because these feelings often affect motivation, and as such,
often impact effectiveness. Other survey questions concerning research question
four asked for responses on the most effective settings and whether the ILS was
more cost effective than hiring additional personnel in producing results.
The responses to survey questions 18 through 24 indicated that most
respondents believed that was effective in producing student gains. Specifically,
61 % of the respondents agreed that the use of ILS enhanced student progress
compared to only two percent who disagreed. Moreover, 69% of the respondents
felt that students enjoyed working with the ILS compared to 7% who disagreed.
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Furthennor~

69% of the respondents believed that classroom teachers felt

that the ILS was worthwhile, and 56% of the respondents believed that the parents
felt that the ILS was worthwhile. By comparison, the percents of those who
disagreed with the ILS being worthwhile were 2% and the respondents stated that
they believed that only 5% of the classroom teachers and only 6% of the parents
disagreed that the ILS was worthwhile.
In assessing the effectiveness of the ILS on student progress, respondents
stated by a\ 46% to 27% margin that computers in the classroom were more
productive than computers in a lab with an assigned supervisor. Respondents
stated by a 39% to 29% margin that expenditures on an ILS were a better
allocation of available resources than hiring extra personnel. Also, respondents
stated by a 47% to 32% margin that there were plans to expand the ILS to more
students.
In summary, districts have chosen to use the ILS most often for elementary
students who were below average. When in use, districts chose to have the ILS
available for students in a variety of curriculum areas including math, reading,
writing, as well as other subjects. The ILS was usually purchased with a
combination of local and grant money and was used in both labs and classrooms.
The respondents stated that they felt that a vast majority of all of those involved
with the ILS (respondents, parents, classroom teachers, and students) felt that the
ILS was effective in improving student learning.
Recommendations
The following are the recommendations of the researcher resulting from the
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study:
1. Districts can use this study to document general satisfaction with the ILS
to individuals with reservations about its effectiveness.
2. Districts can use this study to document that present users of the ILS have
shown great flexibility in successfully using the ILS with respect to grade level,
student population, curriculum areas, and placement in lab or classroom settings.
3. A study of the effectiveness of the ILS in producing long term results with
a given po.pulation should be compared to a similar population that does not have
access to ILS.
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Appendix A
Survey Letter to Respondents

March 31, 1998
Dear Integrated Learning Systems Coordinator,
I am a graduate student about to finish my specialist degree in educational
administration at Eastern Illinois University. I am currently conducting research
concerning the effective use of ILS in the public schools.
Please take about five minutes to complete the enclosed survey and return it
to me in the enclosed envelope as soon as possible. In consideration of your time
spent from a busy schedule, I will be happy to mail you the results of this survey
when the research is completed in the summer of 1998. If you desire the results
emailed or mailed to you, please indicate your desire at the end of the survey form.
Your response will be kept strictly confidential. The surveys are coded to
record completion only and no identification will be made with any district or any
individual.

I would like to thank you in advance for your time and effort. I feel

that the results of this research will be of interest to many of us in education.
Sincerely,

Mary N. Parker, Principal!fitle I Director/ILS Coordinator
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Appendix B
Survey on JLS
'

Please circle the choice that best describes your district. Circle only one response.
Elementary

High School

Other

Less than
500
Rural or
Small Town
North ofl-80

Between 500 and
1,000
City Between
20,000 and 50,000
South ofl-80 &
North ofl-70

1,000 to
2,000
Suburban

Over
2,000
Over
50,000

5. What is the low-income
oooulation of vour district?
6. Is th~ person in charge
of the overall running of
the ILS a(n)
7. The person in charge of
the overall running of the
ILS has this responsibility
as what percent of his/her
job with respect to time?

Less than
10%

10%to25%

26%to40%

Ad.min.

Teacher

Other

100% to
80%

79% to 51%

50%to25%

25%or
less

8. The grade levels where
the ILS serves students are

K-3
4-6

K-6
4-8

K-8
4-12

K-12
6-8

9. The primary use for the
ILS is

Students
below grade
level
In regular
classrooms

Regular students

Gifted
students

Other

Both
classroom&
lab

1. What is the type of
school district?
2. What is the student
enrollment?
3. What is the population
environment of district?
4. What is the location of
your district?

. Unit

South ofl-70

11. Is the ILS used for
reading?
12. Is the ILS used for
writing?
13. Is the ILS used for
math?
14. Is the ILS also used for
other subjects in addition
toreading,writing,and
math?
15. Was the ILS purchased
with Title I funds?

Yes

Only computer
labs or central
locations
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes, almost
all

Yes, in part

No

16. Were either the
software or the computers
purchased with grants, such
as technology mmts?
17. Were either the
software or computers
purchased with local
district funds?

Yes, almost
all

Yes, in part

No

Yes, almost
all

Yes, in part

No

10. The ILS computers are
in

Over
40%

50

Instructions: Circle the number which best reflects your perceptions about the
following statements. Please circle only one response per question.
Strongly
A,pree
18. Student progress has been enhanced with the use of ILS.

5

4

3

Strongly
D"1sa2ree
2
1

19. Students enjoy working on the ILS.
20. Regular classroom teachers feel that the ILS is worthwhile.
21. Computers in the classroom are more productive than computers in
a lab with an assigned supervisor.
22. Feedback from parents indicates that they feel the ILS is helpful to
their child's education.
23. There are plans to exnand the ILS to more students.
24. Expenditures on an ILS are a better allocation of available resources
than hiring extra personnel.

5
5
5

4
4
4

3
3
3

2
2
2

1
1
1

5

4

3

2

1

5
5

4
4

3
3

2
2

1
1

Thank you very much for your time and effort. ff you wish to receive the results of this
survey, please supply your email or mailing address in the space provided below. Your individual
responses will not be identified with you or your district in any publication.

_ _ _ I wish to be informed of the results of this survey.
My address ( email or mailing) is:

COMMENTS:

